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portions of the high seas, they must be regarded as
subject to the same legal rules as natural channels, and
that therefore we have no right to impose what conditions
we please upon their navigation. We should rather
act upon the doctrine that, when an artificial connection
is made between two seas, the territorial power is at
liberty to impose conditions upon the use of it, or even
to close it altogether. Nor do I think that our views
would be much modified, if, instead of making a new
communication, we restored an old one which, like the
ancient channel between the Isle of Thanet and the
mainland of Kent, had once been a natural strait But
it is of little use to cite purely hypothetical cases. They
may be left to take care of themselves when they arise.
The Crinan Canal affords a far better illustration; and
no one doubts that the exclusive right to lay down rules
for its navigation rests with the territorial power, which
may indeed delegate its authority to an individual or a
corporation, but is in no way responsible to other nations
for the conditions it imposes.

This seems to bring us to the second theory with
regard to the legal position of the Suez Canal; but I do
not wish to argue for one moment that it is under the
complete control of the local Sovereign. My object has
been to point out that its artificial character, instead of
being immaterial, is really most important. If we allow
due weight to it, we are certainly driven to the negative
conclusion that the position of the canal, according to
the common law of nations, is not that of an arm of the
sea. Are we also compelled to acknowledge it to be
that of an ordinary land road or water-way wholly within
the territory of one power ? I think r.ot. In fact, we
are in the presence of a number of conflicting analogies;
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